Abstract-We measured the pupilla~ light reflex (PLR) in 5 pimento, Long Evans rats (under urethan sedation) in three conditions: direct stimulation, consensual stimulation, and a controi condition designed to measure the effects of stray light. The average constriction (maximal ~piitude) produced by a ganafeid stimulus delivering 1.6 log quanta absorbed per rod per set for a duration of 3 set was measured to be 0.78 & 0.07 mm for the direct PLR, 067 & 0.06 mm for the consensual PLR, and 0.07 f 0.029 mm for the control ~nd~t~on. We corrected the wn~nsu~ m~urement for each rat by subtmctjng the value of the control (stray-light induced) constriction. A comparison of the corrected consensual constriction to the direct constriction showed that, on average, the consensual constriction attained an amplitude of 78% of the direct constriction. Our findings contradict claims that the consensual pupillary light reflex is absent in rodents. Although our results are in agreement with findings showing bilaterat projections of the retina to the pre~t~rn (which subserves the pupillary tight reflex) in the rat, the con~ns~l-t~di~t ratio we report is higher than might be expected from anatomical estimates of the overatt proportion of uncrossed to crossed optic fibers in the rat.
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Pupil ~pillary light reflex Rat
In virtually all vertebrates the pupil of the eye constricts in response to increased illumination of the retina (Walls, 1967) . In most mammals, and in some other animals, the pupil constricts in response to increased illumination of the retina not only of the same eye, but also to that of the other eye (Harris, 1904, Magoun and Ranson, 1935; Walls, 1967; Lowenstein and L~wenfeld, 1969) . These pupillary responses, which are referred to as direct and consensual, res~ctively, comprise what is known as the pupillary light reflex (PLR). Among vertebrates, there is a wide range in the size of the consensual PLR as compared to the direct PLR, ranging from 100% in man (ten Doessehate and Alpern, 1967) , to zero in rabbits (Harris, 1904) . The variation is thought to be related to the degree of bino~ula~ty and con~mitantl~, to the proportion of uncrossed fibers in the optic tract. Walls (1967) pointed out that this relationship is called into question *To whom ~~espondence should be addressed.
by two kinds of incon~stent obse~ations~ First, animals such as the owl exhibit a high degree of binocularity and no consensual PLR whatsoever. Second, animals such as the pigeon and certain rays exhibit little bin~ula~ty and no uncrossed optic fibers and yet exhibit a consensual PLR.
Among mammals, the extent of bilateral retinal projection appears to be directly related to the extent of binocula~ty and also to the magnitude of the consensual PLR. Even among mammals, however, the literature contains reports convicting with this rule. These conflicts are most obvious in rodents and lagomo~hs~ for which some authors have claimed absence of the consensual PLR (Harris, 1904; ~agoun and Ranson, 1935; Lowenstein and Loewenfeld, 1969) , and others have presented evidence for its presence (Clarke and Ikeda, 1981, 1985; Inoue, 1980) . Recent anatomi~l data show that the pretecal olivary nucleus (PO), which receives retinal signals for the PLR (Clarke and Ikeda, 1981; Trejo and Cicerone, 1984) and sends them to the nucleus of Edin~r-Westphal (e.g. Itaya and van Hoesen, 1982; Campbell and 
